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Friends of Adlai: The press generally has reported that Candidate Stevenson is “touchy” on one point 


(with the implication it is the only point) — his connection with Alger Hiss. 


In 1949, Stevenson gave a favorable character deposition which went into the record in the famous 
trial of Hiss. Since his entrance into the presidential arena, Stevenson has sought to minimize both the 
deposition and his relations in former years with the man now serving sentence for perjury in connection 
with his traitorous services to Soviet Russia. 


Just now in Washington animated discussions are going on over the question — will the Eisenhower 
forces effectively press this matter to the detriment of the Stevenson campaign? 


So far, one aspect of the Stevenson testimony for Hiss has not received attention. The point is made 
here by those who closely watched the famous trial, that Stevenson did not have to give that much discussed 
deposition for Hiss. He was not subpoenaed, legally forced to appear and testify. Adlai voluntarily gave 
his deposition. 


Friends of Stevenson have raised the objection that Stevenson gave the deposition voluntarily probably 
because he would have been subpoenaed if he didn’t. That does not necessarily follow. It is recalled that 
Hiss’ friends sought to get two prominent New Dealers to testify for Hiss — Judge Jerome Frank, of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals, and Mr. Gardner Jackson, both former colleagues of Hiss when the latter served in 
the Department of Agriculture. Both reportedly refused. They were not subpoenaed. It is, therefore, 
reasonable to assume that Stevenson could have, especially in view of his prominence as Governor of 
Illinois, declined to testify without fear of being subpoenaed. It was to his political interest to refuse. 
The growing public curiosity about this matter leads to the following question: Was Stevenson a much 
closer friend of the now imprisoned traitor than he will admit? 


Adlai, therefore, remains a “set up” for the marksmanship of the Eisenhower campaigners. Yet when 
Gov. McKeldin of Maryland, a backer of the General, took advantage of this easy target, he was severely 
criticized by the Washington Post, which supports Ike. The public has been frequently reminded that 
Vice Presidential Candidate Nixon made a name for himself for his role in the exposure of Hiss. However, 
Washington observers recall that Nixon, once he became a Senator, had precious little to say on the 
exposure of subversives. 


It is also recalled that once before the Republicans missed the boat on this issue. When the exposure 
of Hiss and other subversives was at its height in September, 1948, as the Dewey campaign for the 
Presidency was starting, the GOP candidate reportedly urged members of the House Un-American 
Activities Committee to suspend the investigations, and conspicuously failed to exploit this issue during 
the campaign. Will the GOP again fumble this kind of an opportunity? 


More Friends of Adlai: While Stevenson has proved very artful in presenting himself as a “middle 
of the roader”, he has not been able to conceal the pedigree of his chief campaign adviser, Mr. Wilson 
Wyatt. The latter is a former president of the Americans for Democratic Action. The ADA, a power 
in the Democratic Party, was thoroughly exposed as a “socialist front” by John T. Flynn in his book, 
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The Road Ahead. , Nothing that Wyatt has done or said since the days when he was president of the 
organization indicates that he has changed ‘his attitude. Moreover, close to Wyatt in his direction of 
the campaign is Professor Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., a very active leader of the ADA. 


“Mr. Stephen Mitchell, just named as new Chairman of the Democratic National Committee to succeed 
Frank McKinney, may or may not be a “middle of the roader’. But itis interesting to note the political 
complexion of some of his sponsors. Mitchell, until his appointment as National Chairman, had been 
working as counsel to the Chelf Committee, investigating the Department of Justice. The Washington 
Daily News (August 9) reported how Mitchell got that job: “He was proposed by Representative 
Emmanuel Celler . . . on the suggestion of Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas.” Celler might 
charitably be described as “a little left-of-center”; but Douglas must be classified flatly as a “left-winger”, 
not only for his Court decisions, but also for his public speeches. 


In short, there is every prospect that Stevenson, if elected, will be surrounded by the same high. 
level, leftist intellectual advisers as was Harry Truman and Franklin D. Roosevelt. 


Third Parties: Several hundred former supporters of Taft and MacArthur held a meeting in Chicago 
last week to discuss the possibility of a third party or political action independent of the two major 
parties. A majority opposed formation of a third party, reportedly (1) because of the difficulty or 
impossibility of getting a third ticket on the ballot at this late date, and (2) because they did not 
wish to detract conservative strength from conservatives running for Congress on the Republican ticket. 
Many members wished to organize an effort to help elect a conservative Congress. At the end of this 
gathering, another meeting was held at which plans for a third party were laid. 


As for the Southern independent movement, skillful work by the Administration at the Convention 
seems to have forestélled such political action this year. The proposal of Governor James F. Byrnes at 
the South Carolina Democratic Convention last week to put Stevenson and Sparkman on the State’s ballots 
is significant. It is reported, however, that “regular” Democratic sentiment is tepid in Dixie. Some 
observers wonder if there will not arise some independent action if both Ike and Adlai start a furious 
bidding match for the Northern negro vote. 


In that case, it is suggested, State Democratic committees could release their state presidential 
electors from obligation to vote for Stevenson. Since these electors are usually part of the state 
Democratic organizations, such a move would be tantamount to a Southern revolt. However, it is admitted 
that it’s a big order to get all or most of the Southern states to work together on such a matter. 


Arnall: Ellis Arnall, Director of Price Stabilization, has been giving forth so many sounds of acute 
discomfort that his early resignation is expected. Certainly, the objective situation hardly pleased 
him. The overall cost of living on June 15 (latest available figures) hit a new peak, about 90% 
over World War II levels. Since June, many items of food have been climbing. No wonder Arnall 
predicted another “round of inflation”. 


Naturally, the commissar blames Congress, the steel firms, indeed everyone save labor and the 
Administration which hired him. He’s especially mad at Congress because that body cut appropriations 
for the OPS, a legislative act which caused Arnall to reduce his staff of bureaucrats by one-half. Among 
those who are familiar with the necessity for proper care and feeding of bureaucrats, this earned the term 
of “the unkindest cut of all”. 


Arnall — like Eric Johnston and Michael di Salle — probably calculated that it was a case of 
heads-I-win-tails-you-lose for price administrator. If prices continued upward, he would get the blame for 
inflation; and if they go down, he would bear the responsibility for a recession. Meanwhile, a commissar 











with his bureaucracy cut in half loses face among other aspiring commissars. So, why not resign before 
his prestige is entirely ruined? 


Fortuitious Emergencies: Just as the presidential campaign begins, the hog comes up with — of all 
things — vesicular exanthema. This is a relatively new swine disease, curable only by slaughter, The 
Government promptly offers to compensate the chagrined farmer-voter for this loss. This opportunity 
to demonstrate its love for the agriculturalist comes at a time when the Government is readying its 
check-book for the drought-stricken farmers in eleven states. 


The Government has a big heart, one that feels for every voter in the country. Key officials of 
the Defense Production Administration are not satisfied with the progress of industry’s “defense” 
expansion — in urban areas, which also vote — and are pleading for authority to build and operate 
Government-owned plants. Wherever the Government fathers some “project”, an island of prosperity 
arises, and it is certainly good politics to breed more of them. 


In 1936, the formula for running successful presidential campaigns was invented. It has not 
failed the party in power in any of the succeeding general elections. Why should it be abandoned this 
time? There will be emergencies enough this summer and fall to justify extreme liberality with the 
taxpayers’ money. We will have prosperity, come hell, high water or inflation. 


Meanwhile, the cost of living is going up. Some blame it on the anticipated shortage of farm 
products. Others point to the rise in steel prices permitted by OPS, following the rise in wages 
authorized by WSB. Regardless of cause, something must be done to soothe the housewife, disgruntled 
with the cost-of-living. There is talk of reconvening Congress for the purpose of restoring vigor to the 
emaciated price control board. Even if this is not done, the Government can use the H.C.L. to direct 
the anger of the aforesaid housewife (who also votes) against the wicked Republicans who allegedly 
caused this price rise by curtailing controls. 


James Madison called it “the old trick of turning every contingency into a resource of accumu- 
lating force in government”. It still works. 


With Congress Away: “While Congress is away, the State Department is working here, there and 
everywhere, all over the globe, to get us deeper into collectivist world government and to let the 
Chinese Communists in at the back door”, says Senator Jenner in a statement released to the press. 


Specifically, Jenner points to Acheson’s ANZUS conference in Hawaii last week and brings out the 
fact that the Secretary took with him Dr. Philip Jessup, author of the “infamous” China White Paper, 
and former Chairman of the Council of the Institute of Pacific Relations. That body, Jenner reminds 
us, was described by the McCarran Internal Security Committee as a “cover shop” for “Soviet Military 
Intelligence”. Jenner says Jessup “showed such a well-documented affinity for Communist causes that 
the Democratic-controlled Foreign Relations Committee refused to approve his designation to UN.” 
To take Jessup along to work on the Pacific pact, said Jenner, “is deliberately to defy the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee and the Congress itself”. 


Mr. Jenner also noted that the Hawaii branch of the Institute of Pacific Relations issued a report 
timed for the ANZUS conference last week which included a recommendation that Australia drop its 
“white supremacy policy”. Is FEPC on the way to become global policy? 


The Indiana Senator also charges that Japan has been permitted to sign an agreement, professedly 
to limit Japanese trade with the Communists; but actually this “expands it, and Japan starts on the first 
step of the path laid down in the reparations clauses of the Japanese peace treaty, by which she is to 
equip the hordes of Red China for the next war”. 





In the above statement — it is important to note — Jenner obviously seeks to warn the State 
Department of the importance of Congress, and at the same time seeks to call the attention of the public 
to the vital role Congress must play — while the presidential candidates engage in their forensics, 
“Congress”, he emphasizes,, “is the Watch Tower of the Nation”. He warns that unless members of 
Congress “act to stop the Administration’s continuous drive to deeper involvement in a collectivist one- 


world, our defense will be so completely strangled that no Administration, Republican or Democratic, 
can set it free”. 


Thus, by implication, he seems to underline the importance of the election of the right sort of 
Congress, seems to argue that, unless there is a good Congress acting to block dubious foreign moves 
of the Executive, there looms danger to the Republic, no matter who is elected President. 


Revisionism: More revision of the official propaganda about our entrance into World War II appears 


in an Associated Press dispatch (August 10) from Tokyo, which has aroused much discussion in the 
Capital. 


“The real war criminal was Roosevelt, and I wish to indict him at a divine court”, states Chuchi 
Ohashi, who was the No. 2 man in the Japanese foreign office in the first part of 1941, writing in the 
Japanese magazine Hanoshi. Ohashi accuses Roosevelt of “deceiving and provoking Japan into attacking 
Pearl Harbor so he could mobilize America for the war he wanted”. 


The writer, says the A.P., strongly supports his former chief, the late Japanese foreign minister 
Yosuke Matsuoka, who died in 1946 while on trial as a war criminal. Ohashi said Matsuoka had 
planned to fly to Washington for talks with Roosevelt in an effort to stop the Japanese invasion of 
China, “but Roosevelt was more canny than Matsuoka and succeeded in getting Prime Minister Fumimaro 
Konoye and the military to squeeze Matsuoka out of the cabinet.” Ohashi asserts that his chief wanted 


to arbitrate the European war in company with the U.S., “but Roosevelt wanted to fight Germany and 
Japan at any cost.” 


The A.P. adds a note in which the press association asserts that Matsuoka, on his famous “peace 
mission” to Europe in the spring of 1941, told Hitler he favored a surprise attack on the U.S. The 
A.P. also says that Matsuoka on this mission made a full military alliance with the German-Italian Axis. 


We asked Dr. Chas. C. Tansill, professor of history at Georgetown University to comment on the 
A.P. story for readers of HUMAN EVENTS. (Dr. Tansill is author of the book, Back Door to War, 
recently published by Henry Regnery Company.) Tansill says Ohashi is correct in saying that Matsuoka 
had sincerely worked for peace between the U.S. and Japan; that the A.P. is correct in saying that the 
Japanese Foreign Minister made a military alliance with the Axis on his peace mission of 1941; and 
that the State Department’s own published book of documents on Nazi-Soviet relations of 1939-41 


contains no record of any suggestion by Matsuoka to Hitler that a surprise attack should be launched 
against the U.S. 


On the contrary, says Dr. Tansill, Matsuoka’s interview with Hitler (and Ribbentrop) was marked 
by complete agreement between the three that every effort should be made to keep the U.S. out of 
the war. As a matter of fact, Tansill remarks, the Japanese Foreign Minister on a number of other 
occasions tried to reach a peace agreement with Franklin D. Roosevelt. In 1940, Matsuoka persuaded 
two members of the Catholic Maryknoll order to convey peace terms to F.D.R., including an offer by 
Japan to remove all Japanese troops from China. But the President failed to act on the offer. 
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“SELF-ANOINTED POLITICAL LABOR LEADERS” ~~ 


By FRANK CHODOROV - 








ust before the recent Democratic convention, Vice President Barkley, an aspirant for 
J the higher office, announced his withdrawal from the race with this blast: 


“Since arriving in Chicago I have learned that certain self-anointed political 
labor leaders have taken on themselves to announce their opposition to me as 
Democratic nominee for President. They admitted to me that they have com- 
mitted themselves to a program and candidates other than myself which would 
give them greater control of the machinery and policies of the Democratic Party.” 


If Mr. Barkley had said that a group of bankers or corporation presidents had ex- 
pressed an intent to get control of the party, the news would have rated the largest type 
in any newspaper’s font. That labor leaders had done so was less noteworthy, it seems, 
than the latest story about ‘‘flying saucers”. Most editors headlined Mr. Barkley’s with- 
drawal, quoted his reason for so doing and let it go at that. . 


When any citizen or organized group seeks control of a political party, or tries to 
designate its nominee, the ultimate purpose is to dominate the government, for the ob- 
jective of a political party is to become the government. The union leaders who black- 
balled Mr. Barkley (and presumably threw their support to a candidate more amenable 
to their wishes) were looking beyond Chicago to Washington. 

That is not only obvious, it is in line with our political tradition. Where the choice 
of a regime is determined by popular vote, it is inevitable that pressure groups will 
arise to try to influence that choice. The pressure group is a bloc of voters having a 
common interest and who, in exchange for the candidate’s promise to promote legisla- 
tion favoring that interest, offer him their support at the polls. It is, in effect, an over- 
the-counter proposition. 

The claim that democracy is a by-of-and-for-the-people form of government is a slight 
exaggeration. It is a government that owes its existence to pressure groups, and is, there- 
fore, under obligation to them. This is true also in other political forms, even autoc- 
racy; democracy differs from the other forms in that the regime is accountable to a larger 
number of pressure groups, whose various claims to privilege can be balanced against one 
another. Im an autocracy there is always the danger that one dominant group can get 
hold of the army and upset the apple cart. 


The State, then, is always and everywhere a management committee looking after 
the interests of the people who put and keep them there. In the latter party in the nine- 
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teenth century, and the early part of this century (when men like Mark Hanna, Boies 
Penrose and Tom Platt ran party conventions), the business of the American govern. 
ment was to favor railroad magnates, protectionists, bankers and all who are blanketed 


by the term “capitalist”. This was generally considered reprehensible, and the literary 


folk called ‘‘muckrakers” reaped a harvest from their disclosure and denunciation of the 


practice. 


The new pressure group, the union labor bloc, came on the scene less than twenty 
years ago, and though it operates exactly like any other pressure group it avoids the 
opprobrium attached to other groups by pretending to represent the ‘‘underdog”. Those 
newspapers which are dominated by this pressure group did not dare to underline Mr. 
Barkley’s blast. 


ge pressure groups are unavoidable, the best we can do is to compare the social 

consequences of government management by privileged capitalists (the muckrakers 
dubbed them “robber barons”) and government management by privileged labor union 
leaders. Is man’s search for a better or fuller life, in organized society, favored more by 
the one than the other political deal? 


The purpose of the capitalists in seeking privileges from government is always to 
fatten their profits. An exclusive franchise or a protective tariff is desirable because 
it enables the holder to get a higher return on his investment of capital than if he had 
to put it into competitive business. But, in order to cash in on this government-sup- 
ported advantage, he must exploit it. A right-of-way will not produce any profit until 
a railroad is put on it. To pocket a mail subsidy a ship must be built and operated. A 
tariff on foreign wool puts no cash in the till unless the manufacturer makes and sells 
yards of domestic wool. The privilege is profitable only when it is exploited. 

The heyday of capitalistic control of government was the post-Civil War period. 
During those days it was the primary, though unadvertised, business of government to 
feather the nests of influential entrepreneurs with special privileges. Yet, that was also 
a period of great industrial and commercial expansion, perhaps the greatest in history, 
anywhere in the world. 

Whatever we might say, on moral grounds, about the collusion between dishonest 


politicians and the capitalistic buccaneers, the fact is that out of it came railroads, towns, 


mines, steamships — a great abundance of those things by which men live and improve their 
circumstances. Despite their calculated thievery, the “robber barons” left us an indus- 
trial empire, from which even the union leaders profit. They also left, in passing, a 


pattern of corruption for the guidance of these union leaders. 
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W ELL, then, what can the union leaders show us in return for the special privileges 

they wangle from government? What social good can they come up with? In the 
first place, the legislation they try to effect has nothing to do with production; they are 
not in that business. What they ask of government — what they hope to accomplish by 
control of government — is the legal right to exercise and extend the power of compul- 
sion for which the unions are organized. 

The assumption of unionism is that employers withhold from employees some of the 
wages to which they, the employees, are entitled. The only way to correct this inequity 
is to apply force to the employers. The more force the higher the wages, and if the union 
force-instrument — the strike — is ineffective, the government must augment it with some 
of its police powers. 

Thus, among the privileges the union leaders have obtained from government are: 
(a) the right to compel reluctant workers to support their striking machine; (b) exemp- 
tion from existing monopoly laws so that they can do what employers may not do — that 
is, act in restraint of trade. In the first case, they enjoy a lease of police power; in the 
other, they enjoy an exemption from police ; power. That is what every privilege the 
union leaders have obtained or are striving for amounts to. 

If the premise of the union leaders, that wages can be raised by force, were true, 
we might overlook the misuse of government power on the questionable doctrine of the 
“greatest good to the greatest number”. But, the fact is that the capitalist does not pay 
wages, and therefore a hold-up cannot increase wages. If the capitalist tried to pay wages, 
out of his capital, he soon would have no capital. What he puts into the pay envelope 
comes from the consumer of the things produced by the worker, using the capital; the 
greatest part of the consumers’ contribution goes to the worker; the balance goes to keep 
up or expand the capital structure necessary for production. 

Should the union by the use of force compel him to put more dollars into the 
envelope, he must recoup this expenditure from his customers, in the price of his goods. 
Since the wage-earner is also a consumer, the ultimate effect of the hold-up technique 
is to raise his cost of living. 

Only in an indirect and perverse way can the forced increase actually raise “real” 
wages. If the market refuses to accept his goods at the higher prices made necessary by 
union demands, the capitalist, in order to save his investment and stay in business, will 
take refuge in invention; he must decrease the. unit cost of his product, and the only way 
he can do that is to increase the production per wage-dollar. Yet, it is a matter of record 
that unions have tried to prevent this escape from bankruptcy by opposing the introduc- 
tion of labor-saving devices. 





Every improvement in the condition of wage-earners can be traced directly or in- 
directly to an increase of production through technological advances, including human 
skill. For wages are only part of production, and we cannot raise one without raising 
the other. Union leaders cannot admit this fact, for such an admission would destroy 
their reason for being. They are committed to the use of force, and when the force they 
have at their disposal does not bring about the promised result, their only recourse is 
more force, for which they must apply to the government. 


In an effort to prevent the employer from recouping higher money wages through 
prices, the leaders pressure government into setting up price controls. If such controls 
were effective, which they never are, the industrialist would be driven out of business, 
and the wage-earner would be unable to pay dues. We must assume that the leaders are 
aware of this economic fact, and therefore must ascribe their insistence on price controls 
to an intent to placate their disillusioned members. 

Their need for showing results impels them to other police measures; they know 
little else. So, they pressure government into providing unemployment handouts, 
old-age pensions, socialized medicine and similar substitutes for the higher wages the 
other legislation they asked for did not effect. All these gratuities call for increased 
taxes, which burden their dues-payers. But, by spreading the lie that the “rich” can 
pay most of the taxes, and by advertising the tax-supported devices as ‘social advances”, 
the preferred position of the leaders remains unimpaired. 


ia NINETEENTH CENTURY “robber baron” sought control of government only for the 
purpose of enriching himself. Having acquired an exploitable privilege he was done 
with government. He had no interest in politics per se; he could do better for himself 
in productive enterprise. And he certainly looked with disfavor on increased taxation, 
for he was against sharing his income with his lackey, the politician. 

The union leader, unlike his predecessor in privilege-hunting, is the product of 
power and lives by it. He achieves his position by the self-same methods that favor the 
politically ambitious. By training and inclination he is a politician, not a producer. 
Every special privilege he wangles out of government calls for the establishment of an 
enforcement agency — an NLRB, a WSB, an SSA, an OPS — and it suits his temperament 
to man or manage it. He becomes a quasi official. 

The next step is inevitable. Indirect control of political power gives way to ambi- 
tion, and then we have what is euphemistically called a “labor” government. The 
promise by which it rides into power is that it will increase wages, “real” wages, but 
it cannot fulfill that promise any more than the political establishment it replaces, for 
the simple reason that it cannot effect an increase in production. It is really a govern- 
ment of “‘self-anointed labor leaders” whose only interest is to stay in power, whose 
only competence is to wield it. 
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